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WRITTEN COMMENTS OF  ON USS LEAD SUPERFUND SITE 
 
“My name is  I live at  East Chicago, In. Zone 3 Phone # 
 
I would like to tell you about my experience with EPA. 
 
In 2016 of late October they started digging my front yard and back but since they couldn’t finish with 
the black dirt and grass they put a blanket of hay on top of the sand. I was told they would come back 
in 2017 and finish since it was already Nov. and it was snowing and also cause of rain the ground 
was not even.  
 
So when they came back in March 2017 I let them know how the ground was very uneven. The 
people that were going to put the grass told me they knew what to do to the front and back yards. 
 
Well they laid the sod down and water it for the amount of time they do, but when I started cutting the 
grass is when I noticed how uneven the yard was and also below the sidewalk.  
 
I called “Gary” the person that was in charge. I told him about it and it took a long time before he said 
they were bringing a machine that had a roller and that it would take care of the problem, but it didn’t 
work. 
 
I kept complaining to Gary and he said his boss didn’t want to fix it, but he was trying. I would tell him: 
“tell him to come and see and walk on it” – it’s lumpy and not safe to walk on it. 
 
Late in 2017 Gary came by and told me that he had to go out of the country to a different job but that 
he needed me to grade him on how well he did and if I was satisfied with what he had done so far.  
 
I told him that I was happy with the flowers and greenery that they planted but I was not happy with 
the yards. I said I like you because you are a very charismatic and you seem to be a nice person so I 
will grade you a ten. 
 
He was putting this on the paper he had and told me that they still had not finished the side of the 
house so he was going to put on the paper what needed to be done. 
 
I told him to also put down about the yards, but he didn’t say anything. He gave me the paper to sign 
– “bad move on my part.” 
 
In 2018 I would call Janet, Sara and Katherine they came and would tell me “I’m sorry, we will have to 
look at pictures and get back to you.” They never came back or called. 
 
I had Sara come this year in 2019. She came with a person named Charles Rodriguez. I showed 
them a sump pump discharge pipe that was broken from their work – this was never fixed. 
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I also showed them the front sidewalk that’s breaking but they didn’t say anything. I had them walk on 
the grass front of the house so they can see for themselves what I am talking about – also side and 
back yard. All I got is: “I’m sorry…” 
 
I go to EPA meetings when they have then at Carrie Gosch School and have mentioned to them for 
the last two years with no results. 
 
Please help me with these problems.  I feel like no one wants to 
listen to me. 
 

 
July 23, 2019   
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a. Email from the private citizen to the EPA OIG granting permission in using their 
name/address/hotline complaint regarding waste material leaking into the 
basement of their residence (Source 2, Page 1, See response highlighted in 
yellow). 

3.) Source 3-Email Exchange 
a. Emails between Tina Lovingood (Director of Land Cleanup and Waste 

Management Program Evaluations at EPA OIG) and  (private citizen) 
b. Emails begin with Tina asking  to share addresses of homes that are 

shown in photos that sent to her (Source 3, Page 3, Bottom of Page). 
c.  provides two addresses in follow-up email and wrote about  

concerns regarding leaking toxic waste and public health (Source 3, Page 3, Top 
of the Page and Paragraphs 1-2). 

d. Ms. Lovingood wrote  back asking if  had any concerns with the 
sharing of name, address, or hotline complaint with the agency. She also stated 
that the OIG would contact the other citizen separately for permissions (Source 3, 
Page 2, Halfway down the page). 

e.  responded that had no concerns with the sharing of information 
provided above (Source 3, Page 1, Bottom of Page).  

f. In addition,  described some concerns had: lack of action by US 
EPA- numerous visits, at least 5 requests to sample and do broader analysis to 
identify all contaminants present the home by the resident, and still not one 
sample taken by the US EPA in over a year.  stated that the other 
resident told that Region 5 visited  basement November 20, 2019 and took 
pictures of the basement floor and walls. However, EPA didn’t take samples and 
said they had to talk to their water people and they would get back to   

expresses concerns that there are potential health effects (Source 3, Page 1, 
Bottom of Page; Page 2, Summary of Paragraphs 1-4). 

4.) Source 4-Email to Region 5 
a. This email exchange is between Tina Lovingood and Regional Administrator Kurt 

Thiede (EPA Region 5) regarding the hotline complaint from  (private 
citizen) (Source 4, 1st Sentence). 

b. The email describes the hotline contents and that the citizen states that EPA did 
not act upon concerns in the area of the USS Lead Superfund site (Source 4, 2nd 
Sentence). 

c. The OIG memo detailing concerns and some questions were attached to the email 
and it was requested that a response be provided by March 23, 2020 (Source 4, 
Sentences 3-4). 

5.) Source 5-OIG Email to Region 5 
a. Memo dated February 20, 2020 from Tina Lovingood to Kurt Thiede, on the 

subject of a hotline complaint regarding potentially unaddressed contamination at 
USS Lead Superfund site (Source 5, Page 1, Top of Page). 

b. Hotline complaint from (private citizen) reported that the EPA did not 
act upon concerns which included: (1) requests made by a resident in Zone 2 of 
the site that the EPA test for contaminated material seeping into their basement, 
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(2) known basement flooding and subsurface intrusion of contaminated 
groundwater and toxic sediment within the site, (3) known lead contamination in 
two locations located one miles south of the site.  also stated (4) several 
homes throughout the site have been confirmed as having contaminated dust 
(Source 5, Page 1, Paragraph 1, List 1-4). 

c. This hotline was referred to our office (office of audit and evaluation) for review 
because of an ongoing assignment that included the USS Lead Superfund site, 
however some of the concerns are outside of the scope and the office is thus 
referring this complaint to Region 5 (Source 5, Page 1, Summary of Paragraph 2). 

d. The Office of Audit and Evaluation request Region 5 to answer concerns and 
questions that are listed in the memo (Source 5, Page 1, paragraph 3): 

e. Below are a summary of concern areas in the memo (see memo for list of 
questions): 

i. The OIG understands that a private citizen requested that Region 5 test the 
sludge in basement and according to the complaint and in news media 
at a public meeting it was the third time that  had asked for EPA to test 

 basement. According to the complaint, EPA did not take action and the 
individual sought independent testing (Source 5, Page 1, Paragraph 4) 

ii. Test results sent to EPA by another individual showed an arsenic level of 
203 parts per million, however it took EPA a month to respond. Concerns 
about young children living at the home (Source 5, Page 2, Paragraph 1). 

iii. Members of the community are concerned about subsurface intrusion of 
toxic contaminated ground water and basement flooding, however the 
complaint states EPA is not investigating these concerns (Source 5, Page 
2, Summary of Area #2). 

iv. The complaint alleges that the State of Indiana and EPA found lead levels 
above 400 ppm in two areas near USS Lead and that there has been no 
proper investigation or informing of the residents of these two 
communities (Source 5, Page 2, Summary of Area #3). 

v. The complaint states that several homes through the USS Lead site have 
been confirmed as having toxic contaminated dust (Source 5, Page 3, 
Summary of Area #4). 

f. OIG requests to have a written response to the action taken or planned to address 
the concerns listed within 30 days (Source 5, Page 3, Last Paragraph). 
 

6.) Source 6-Hotline Email 
a. Email is from private citizen , on the subject of “toxic subsurface 

intrusion hazards unrecognized in East Chicago, Indiana-Fall 2019” (Source 6, 
Page 1, Top of the Page). 

b. The complaint brings up concerns that toxic subsurface intrusion hazards are not 
recognized, being questioned by Region 5, and are not being properly investigated 
or risk of exposure communicated to residents living on the USS Lead site 
(Source 6, Page 1, Paragraph 1). 

 
FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



c. The complaint believes the information is relevant to the current ongoing project 
and thinks a separate investigation into Region 5 and the Responsible Parties 
Superfund process of Zone 2 at the site (Source 6, Page 1, Paragraph 2). 

d. The complaint describes how the three zones were divided historically, and 
mentions that Zone 2 was left out of the cleanup agreement between the 
Responsible Parties even though removals took place in areas which later became 
Zone 2, according to the complaint (Source 6, Page 1, Paragraphs 3-4). 

e. The complaint states that a Zone 2 resident has requested Region 5’s help in 
testing their basement. However, the complaint states that there has been a year 
long delay. The complaint mentions that sediment containing Arsenic as high as 
203 ppm within a home located on the USS Lead site (Source 6, Page 1, 
Paragraphs 5). 

f. At a Region 5 Superfund site meeting November 17, 2018  said  
was asking for a third time for EPA to test  basement/put in writing why they 
were refusing to test it (Source 6, Page 1, Paragraph 5). 

g. According to the complaint, there wasn’t a Zone 2 plan until after Flint, Michigan. 
The complaint states 2019 is when the Emergency Administrative Orders by US 
EPA to the Responsible Parties to conduct removal activities in Zone 2 occurred 
(Source 6, Page 1, Paragraph 6). 

h. According to the complaint, East Chicago, Indiana has an established cancer rate 
of 310 in 1,000,000 when 1 in 1,000,000 is an acceptable risk by US EPA (Source 
6, Page 1, Paragraph 7). 

i. According to a source the complaint cited, the US EPA Region 5 considers this 
site a high-priority potential EJ area of concern (Source 6, Page 1, Paragraph 8). 

j. The complaint lists citations that the USS Lead site was the highest ranking in 
Region 5 under the National Corrective Action Prioritization System, was 
proposed for the National Priority List in 1987, and was listed on the NPL in 2009 
(Source 6, Page 1, Paragraph 9). 

k. The complaint writes concerns about the Zone 2 demographics as being the 
“poorest and highest percent minority population within the USS Lead Superfund 
Site” and writes concerns about “environmental racism” (Source 6, Page 1, 
Paragraph 10-11). 

l. The complaint list actions they believe are not being taken by the US EPA to 
protect public health (Source 6, Page 2, Paragraph 5, List 1-5): 

i. Known off-site sales of slag/smelter waste 
ii. Known use of contaminated soil/smelter waste for construction backfill in 

the area of the site 
iii. Known incidents of buried subsurface wastes and plant debris 

underground within the site and/or Calumet Aquifer 
iv. Known frequent and/or seasonal basement flooding within the site 
v. Known subsurface intrusion of contamination groundwater and toxic 

sediment into residents’ homes on the site 
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m. The complaint lists several dates where they believe the State of Indiana, US 
EPA, City of East Chicago, and Responsible Part have done investigations 
(Source 6, Page 1, Paragraphs 6-8). 

n. The complaint states that basement flooding is basement flooding by 
contaminated groundwater and/or combined sewer system frequently occurs at the 
site and is at a record high groundwater level. Lake Michigan is hydraulically 
connected to the Calumet Aquifer beneath the Superfund Site (Source 6, Page 1, 
Paragraphs 11). 

o. The complaint states that US EPA has confirmed toxic contaminated dust in 
several homes within the Superfund site but does not test adjacent homes that 
aren’t apart of the current contaminated soil removal actions (Source 6, Page 1, 
Paragraph 12). 

p. The complaint states that US EPA has confirmed a Drinking Water Quality issue 
for lead in drinking water in several homes within the site due to lead service 
lines/home plumbing containing lead (Source 6, Page 1, Last Paragraph). 

q. The complaint states that there has not been a proper investigation or informing of 
two communities one mile away from the Superfund site, where sampling has 
been done and high levels of contamination have been found (Source 6, Page 1, 
Paragraph 2). 

r. The complaint states that the community has not been involved in the current 
groundwater investigation. In addition, its states that the sampling and testing 
does not include any sediment sampling within the Calumet Aquifer (Source 6, 
Page 3, Paragraph 3). 

s. Article (Chicago Tribune) from November 14, 2019 “East Chicago man says EPA 
has been slow to test the rust-colored sludge in his basement for toxins” (Source 
6, Page 3, Last Paragraph). 

i. Article states that the private citizens ( ) home recently tests 
positive for a variety of dangerous toxins (Source 6, Page 4, Paragraph 1). 

ii. The article states that the private citizen has been unable to get the EPA to 
test his basement for toxins despite informal assurances a multiple 
meetings (Source 6, Page 4, Paragraph 4). 

iii. Results from an independent lab showed that the sample could contain 
several heavy metals, to include arsenic. The citizen said that EPA 
contacted the lab to question the results but did not test it themselves 
(Source 6, Page 4, Paragraph 5). 

iv. The citizen lives there with two school-aged grandchildren (Source 6, 
Page 4, Last Paragraph). 

v. EPA states in the article that they have been in contact with the citizen and 
that they have arranged a meeting in the near future (Source 6, Page 5, 
Paragraph 3). 

vi. Results that came back from Brookside Laboratories showed high levels 
of calcium, iron, manganese; and reported a presence of antimony, 
cadmium, chromium, copper, lead and zinc. One sample came back with 
203 mg/kg of arsenic (Source 6, Page 5, Paragraphs 8-9). 
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